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REMARKS 

The present remarks are in response to the Office Action dated August 20, 2008, in 
which the Office Action issued a rejection of claims 21-25, 27-29, 31-32, 34-36, 38 and 40. 
In this response, Applicant responds to the present Office Action with new claims, remarks, 
the requested Substitute Specification, and respectfully requests that the pending claims be 
placed in a state of allowance. No new matter has been added. 

A. New Claims 

The Applicant has included new dependent claims 41-45. The dependent claims 41 , 
43, and 45 describe the gaming server further comprises a pavtable module configured to 
associate the random game output with the particular game outcome . Support for these 
new claims is provided in inter alia Figure 2, Figure 7, Figure 11, and Paragraphs [0036], 
[0076], [0078], [0110] - [0111], [0113], [0121], and [0124] of published Patent Application 
2002/0142844 A1. 

Additionally, the dependent claims 42, 44, and 45 describe the pavtable module is 
configured to determine the plurality of images corresponding to the particular game 
outcome. Support for these new claims is provided in inter alia Figure 2, Figure 7, Figure 
11, and Paragraphs [0036], [0076], [0078], [0110] - [0111], [0113], [0121], and [0124] of 
published Patent Application 2002/0142844 A1 . 

B. Priority 

Firstly, Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for his help in assisting on the 
Priority matters. With respect to Applicant's priority claims to underlying "parent" patent 
applications, namely provisional application number 60/266,956 filed February 6, 2001 and 
non-provisional application number 09/899,559 filed July 5, 2001 , Applicant has filed a 
petition under 37 CFR 1.78(a)(3) regarding unintentionally delayed benefit claims as 
directed by the Examiner. The petition was dismissed pending correction of a similar cross- 
referencing defect in underlying non-provisional application number 09/899,559 (having a 
filing date of 07/05/01). 

Upon review of the file, Applicant found that application 09/899,559 had been 
amended to include the proper cross-references to provisional patent application 60/266,956 
(having a filing date of 02/06/01) in compliance with 35 U.S.C § 119 (e) and with 37 CFR § 
1 .78. The preliminary amendment was timely filed and properly formatted. A copy of the 
amendment, a copy of the return postcard stamped by the USPTO and a copy of the signed 
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Office Action including the Summary sheet showing that the benefit claim entered was 
acknowledged by the Examiner were included in the Renewed Petition. 

Receipt of the 09/899,559 amendment was acknowledged by instant Examiner, 
however it appears that the Petition Examiner did not have access to the amendment. 
Thus, the Applicant concludes that the Preliminary Amendment does not appear to be in the 
possession of the USPTO. As such, the Petition has been re-filed with supporting evidence 
showing that the amendment was in fact timely and properly filed. 

C. Specification 

The Abstract has been amended as indicated by the Examiner in the instant office 
action; specifically, the Abstract has been amended to remove the word "comprising" and to 
place the abstract on a separate page from the remainder of the specification. 

Additionally, copies of the Substitute Specification (with and without markings) have 
been included as attachments as required by the Examiner. The Substitute Specifications 
contain no new matter. 

The first sentences of the specification under the title have been edited to include 
cross references to provisional application number 60/266 ,956 and to non-provisional 
application 09/899,559 to be entered pending the petition decision. Again, no new matter 
has been added. 

D. Anticipation Rejections (35 U.S.C. § 1 02) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 21-25, 28-29, 35-36 and 38 under 35 USC 102 (b) 
as being anticipated by Applicant's previously published patent application, namely, Kerr 
2002/0142844. As indicated above, the Applicant is awaiting a Petition decision. Applicant 
respectfully submits that a favorable Petition ruling moots the Examiner's anticipation 
rejection. 

Regardless, the Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for showing that each 
element of Applicant's claims are taught and supported by the Applicant's Specification. 

E. Obviousness Rejections (35 U.S.C. 5 103) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 21-25, 28-29 and 38 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tulley (6719631) in view of Walker (6001016). To overcome the 
Examiner's rejection, the Applicant analyzes the Examiner's Tulley reference and indicates 
deficiencies in Tulley as they relate to Applicant's claims. The Applicant then continues by 
describing the differences between Tulley and Walker. Although the Applicant disagrees 
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with the Examiner's grounds for rejection, in order to expedite the prosecution of this 
application, the Applicant has included new dependent claims directed to a payout module 
associated with the gaming system and separate from the network access device. 

1 . Tullev's Deficiencies 

The Examiner states (office action, page 5, lines 10-12) that Tulley teaches "... a 
wireless network access device as either a PDA or wireless [digital] phone (5:28-30, 
ref.200,202), to receive two factor input such as a user ID/password (1 1:17-35, ref 602)[...]." 
While lines 28-30 at column 5 mention a long list of devices, including a "wired or wireless 
telephone", lines 17-35 at column 1 1 make no mention of two-factor identification. Tulley 
makes little or no mention of security. For example, while line 35 mentions a user name and 
password, it does not mention authenticating a player identifier as claimed by Applicant. 

The Examiner then continues by stating (office action, page 5, lines 12-13) that 
Tulley teaches "the wireless network access device having a plurality of security information 
that comprises an IP address (1 1 :38-42, ref. 610)." Those lines do not appear to reference 
the IP address being used as a security measure as claimed by Applicant. 

The Examiner continues and states (office action page 5, lines 16-20) that Tulley 
teaches "...a verification system in communication with wireless network access device and 
registration database to verify the user is a registered user by comparing the two factor input 
such as user id/password to information in registration database to verify the user is a 
registered user by comparing the two factor input such as user id/password to information in 
registration database and to secure communication with wireless access device by verifying 
the information provided by wireless network access device including its IP address (4:36- 
37,5:63-6:3, 11:17-42, 15:38-50,8:24-31, ref. 600, 610)." Lines 4:36-37 do not contain a 
reference to anything listed above, they read: "For example, a player may use his or her PC 
to register with a remote Web-based game system." Lines 5:63-6:3 mention in passing a 
player registering with a game service using a wireless telephone. Lines 1 1 : 17-42 outline 
details of a "player database," but do not mention using it for verification; in fact, lines 19-21 
refer to an embodiment in which the player database information is stored on the player 
access device rather than in a central database, making it difficult to use the information for 
verification. Tulley's lines 15: 38-50 make a passing reference to using (web-browser type) 
cookies to identify players. Also, Tulley's lines 8:24-31 make a passing reference to using a 
PDA with/as an input or output device. Applicant respectfully submits that these cited 
passages do not teach any, let alone all of the elements listed above. 

Examiner continues by noting (previous action, page 5, line 21 - page 6, line 4) that 
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"...the verification system comprising firewall disposed between a gaming server and 
each wireless access device, configured to secure communications with each 
network access device by verifying the plurality of identification information 
associated with each wireless access device including the IP address of each 
wireless network access device (4:36-37, 5:63-6:3, 11:17-42, 15:38-50, 8:24-31, ref 
600, 610; implicit for firewall between gaming server and wireless access device as 
shown by website for security and as required by gaming jurisdictions for security) 

[...] 

Applicant finds this statement confusing, since none of the cited lines mention 
a firewall. Additionally, Applicant is confused by Examiner's reference to an unknown 
website. Further, Examiner states that firewalls are required by "gaming jurisdictions" 
(supra) as support for his finding that firewalls are "implicit" between a gaming server and a 
wireless network access point. It is unclear to which gaming jurisdiction Examiner refers. 
For example, Nevada's Technical Standards for Gaming Devices (1.066, adopted 11/17/05) 
mentions the use of firewalls for certain applications, however, the Applicant's filing clearly 
predates Nevada's Technical Standards. Thus, they are inapplicable. Recall, the Examiner 
can not apply hindsight bias. See MPEP 2141. The Examiner must analyze the cited 
reference "at the time the invention was made" to avoid impermissible hindsight. 
Additionally, the Examiner (under KSR) must provide articulated reasoning with some 
rational underpinning; simply referring to gaming security required by gaming jurisdictions 
(without identifying the gaming jurisdiction and requirements) is not enough to satisfy the 
articulated reasoning KSR requirements. 

Thus, Applicant is left to assume that "implicit for firewall between gaming server and 
wireless access device" refers to Examiner suggesting that a firewall is inherent in the Tulley 
reference. Applicant respectfully disagrees because Tulley makes no reference to a firewall. 

Examiner stated that Tulley teaches "...permitting access to a gaming server after 
determining the wireless network access device is secure and after determining the player 
had registered (4:36-37, 11:17-42, 15:38-50)..." (office action page6, lines 20-22). The 
cited lines appear to reference player registration, but no reference is made to "determining 
the wireless network access device is secure." 
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2. Tulley and Walker 

The Examiner relies substantially on Walker (6001016), even though it is a 
secondary reference. Note, this is the first time the Examiner refers to Walker (6001016) 
and as such this is the Applicant's first opportunity to respond to Walker. The Applicant has 
presented Tulley's deficiencies above. 

Here, Applicant argues that Tulley and Walker, individually and in combination do not 
teach Applicant's claimed invention. 

In Tulley, an event result server 100 is taught. See Tulley, Fig. 1 . The event result 
server 100 may be a PC associated with a state lottery and configured to generate and/or 
transmit event results or a total payout outcome. See Tulley, col. 5: lines 21-25. It also 
appears that the event result server can communicate event payout amounts to controller 
300. See Tulley, col. 6: lines 27-31 . The event result may represent whether a player has 
won, a specific dollar amount, or a percent of an event wager amount. See Tulley, col. 6 ; 
Lines 31 -35. Tulley includes a controller 300 that appears to be a server accessed through 
the Internet. See Tulley, col. 5: lines 11-13. The controller 300 appears to receive the event 
results and transmits the event results to the player device 200. See Tulley, col. 6: lines 26- 
61 . Tulley then continues by describing the elements of the controller 300 to include a 
program 315 to include program elements such as operating system, a database 
management system, and/or device drivers. See Tulley, col. 8: lines 59-64. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Tulley makes little or no mention of security as 
indicated above. More particularly, Tulley does not mention a firewall, use of IP addressing 
for security purposes, or Applicant's claimed verification system. Additionally, Tulley makes 
no mention of elements indicated by Examiner. See recent Office Action at Page 7. 

In Walker, a remote gaming device is taught. See Walker, Title. In the Summary of 
the Invention, Walker describes a gaming system that includes a server, a plurality of 
gaming devices, and a remote wagering terminal. Walker states that "(e)ach of the gaming 
devices is configured to generate outcome data and automatically and automatically 
communicate the outcome data to the server. See Walker, col. 2: lines 51-57. Walker 
continues by describing the operations of slot machine 2 that include a CPU 210 that 
initiates the RNG 240 to generate a random number; and eventually has the CPU 210 direct 
a reel controller 260 to spin reels and to stop them. See Walker, col. 5: lines 17-31 . Thus, 
in Walker all operations related to generating a random game output occurs on the slot 
machine. 

The Examiner appears to rely on the method and/or process steps described in 
Walker. Most notably it appears the Examiner relies on 1 1 :33-65, 12:17-38, and ref 284. 
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See Examiner's Action on Page 8. Reference number 284 is shown in Figure 2 and refers 
to a stored payout table 284 that resides within slot machine 2. See Walker, col. 5: line 27. 

With respect to 1 1 :33-65, Applicant respectfully submits that Walker in step 980 
(where the slop machine communicates outcome data to server), the slot machine 2 
communicates only the payout information to the slot network server 4. See Walker, col. 1 1 : 
lines 33-37. The slot network server 4 may then proceed to generate a visual 
representation of the payout information generated by the slot machine 2 that is then 
communicated to a remote terminal. See Walker, col. 1 1 : lines 37-65. 

With respect to 12:17-38, it appears that Walker refers again to the primary 
operations occurring on the slot machine and the server, and the historical payout 
information being stored and communicated visually. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Walker does not teach Applicant's claim 
elements. It appears that the Examiner is arguing that Walker teaches Applicant's claim 
elements that include inter alia a gaming system that is configured to communicate with the 
first wireless network access device, the gaming system comprising ... a video server that 
stores a plurality of images corresponding to at least one particular game outcome; and a 
gaming server configured to generate a random game output that associates the random 
game output with at least one particular game outcome, said gaming server configured to 
communicate the plurality of images corresponding to the particular game outcome to the 
first wireless network access device . . . . 

Applicant respectfully submits that Walker is distinguishable because Walker relies 
on the random gaming output being generated locally, i.e. on the slot machine. Here, 
Applicant claims the random gaming output being performed on the server, the video server 
stores the images that are communicated by the gaming server to the wireless network 
access devices. These elements are not taught by Walker. Additionally, Applicant claims 
the gaming server generating the random game output (on the server side) that is 
associated with a particular game outcome (on the server side) that is also associated with a 
plurality of images (stored and selected on the server side) that are then communicated to 
the wireless network access device. All these operations are performed on the server side. 

Thus, the Applicant submits that the claimed server side operations are not taught or 
suggested by Tulley, Walker or the combination thereof. Further still, the Applicant 
respectfully argues that Tulley and Walker teach away because they do not teach an 
integrated server side solution as claimed by Applicant. Tulley and Walker rely substantially 
on operations performed on the client-side (simply look at the volume of text expended on 
these embodiments). Applicant's system architecture relies on a thin client and off-loads 
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much of the operations to server side gaming system that relies on broadband 
communications, i.e. a "fast" communications pipe. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner not apply hindsight when analyzing 
Applicant's claims. 

3. Pavtable module on the Server 

The Applicant has included new dependent claims 41-45. The dependent claims 41, 
43, and 45 describe the gaming server further comprises a pavtable module configured to 
associate the random game output with the particular game outcome . The dependent 
claims 42, 44, and 45 describe the pavtable module is configured to determine the plurality 
of images corresponding to the particular game outcome. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the paytable module as claimed by Applicant is 
not taught or suggested by either Tulley and/or Walker. The Tulley controller 300 does not 
include a paytable module as claimed by Applicant. Additionally, the Walker paytable 
module is disposed on the slot machine and not on the server side. 

F. Conclusion 

For all the foregoing reasons, allowance of the pending claims is respectfully 
requested. 



Michael A. Kerr 
KERR IP GROUP, LLC 
P.O. Box 22028 
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Dated: February 20, 2009 
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